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Abstract 
Prejudicial beliefs and behaviors have been viewed from numerous perspectives. Four 
factors, religious attitudes, pride of in-group membership, traditional beliefs, and certain 
personality types, have individually been shown to be associated with prejudice. Some researchers 
have looked at a few of these factors together, but none have looked at all four together to 
examine potential relationships and their individual contribution to prejudicial thinking. This 
research is designed to investigate attitudes toward out-groups, sources of prejudice, and religious 
outlook. Four measures of religious attitudes, the Quest scale of the Religious Life Inventory 
(RLI), the Intrinsic and Extrinsic scales from the Religious Orientation Scale (ROS), and the 
Christian Orthodoxy Scale were used to measure religious attributes. The Right Wing 
Authoritarian Scale (RWA) was used to identify the extent of authoritarian thinking. A 
customized form of the Group Self-Esteem Inventory (GESI) was used to measure a sense of 
Christian in-group thinking. Attitudes toward several out-groups (lesbians, gay males, and obese 
persons) were used as measures ofthe dependent variables using the Attitudes Toward Lesbians 
and Gays Scale (ATLG) and the Anti-Fat Attitudes Scale (AFA), respectively. The results are 
analyzed through correlations and regression looking for interactions with, and contributions to, 
prejudice in a sample population. Participants included undergraduate students at local public and 
private institutions. Prior research predicted that findings would show positive correlations 
between anti-homosexual prejudice and extrinsic religiosity, intrinsic religiosity, Christian group 
affiliation, religious tenets, and authoritarianism. Research with the Quest scale has not revealed 
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association with the ATLG or AF A Anti-overweight prejudice has not been related to these 
attributes in past research. However, past research has shown authoritarianism to be correlated 
with many sorts of prejudices. Results of this study indicate authoritarianism is a consistent 
predictor of prejudice against both homosexuals and overweight persons with a beta coefficient of 
between . 61  and . 76 in the case of anti-homosexual prejudice and a weaker range of .21 and .27 
with overweight persons. Extrinsic religiosity is a negative correlate with a beta coefficient of ­
.40-.43 for anti-homosexual prejudice and -. 1 5  regarding overweight persons. Christian 
orthodoxy is a significant correlate and predictor of anti-homosexual prejudice (beta = .26) and 
Christian group affiliation is a weak negative predictor of anti-overweight prejudice (beta of-. 17-
. 1 8). The findings are discussed in terms of previous investigations, particularly in regard to the 
strong role authoritarianism plays in prejudice and the possible social roles associated with an 
extrinsic orientation. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Social Evaluations 
Individuals examine and evaluate their world and its components using personal measures 
that reflect expressed attitudes. They strive to minimize cognitive dissonance between behaviors, 
thoughts, perceptions, assessments, and behavior (Aronson, 1992). Within this process the 
subjective viewer perceives similarity to, or difference from, others and assumes membership, 
perceived or real, in one or more groups. Persons from one's own group may be afforded trust or 
empathy, while out-group members may be seen as dangerous, immoral, bad, or any combination 
of these attributes. These are multi-faceted and personal judgment calls associated with feelings 
of kinship or animosity toward another person or their group. 
Evaluation of others occurs within cultural, community, and inter-personal contexts. 
These contexts are inter-active, value-based, and dynamic, depending on one's environmentally, 
personally, and historically imposed frames of reference. They may be steeped in cultural values 
such as social, class, or other cultural mandates. These contexts involve closely held personal 
value systems, such as one's religious beliefs or group associations. ·Finally, some personality 
types may be more biased than others. Developmental, cultural, and social processes, and the 
impact of personality, appear to be intertwined and synergistic. 
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This individual evaluative process involves prejudicial attitudes expressed toward out­
groups. Prejudice, like the social attitudes, personality factors, and approach to religion 
associated with it, can be measured and compared using validated scales and their relationships 
examined using statistical analysis. The goal of this research was to measure these dimensions in 
order to test hypotheses regarding social and personal attributes and prejudice. This research also 
sought to determine if some personal or social attributes contribute more to prejudice than others. 
Prejudice in Society 
Prejudice, in this research, is operationally defined as negative valuing of a person because 
of his/her perceived group affiliation. Stereotyping involves similar, unsubstantiated cognitions, 
positive or negative, applied to all members of an out-group (Jussim, Nelson, Mannis, & Scoffin, 
1995). Prejudice is a negative stereotype because it is based on assumed group membership, not 
the person. Some have said that stereotyping and prejudice are inherent in human society. As 
Katz (1991) surmises in his review of Allport and Ross's (1967) conclusions, some level of 
stereotyping and prejudice seems normative, pervasive, and an intractable aspect of society that is 
not easily resolved through social intervention. Allport and Ross saw that some sort of social 
intervention was needed to overcome these natural ethnic or other inter-group prejudices. 
However, there are alternative views to this approach. 
Others say that prejudice is the result of various group developmental processes rather 
than inherent. For example, Berg (1984) describes prejudice as arising from inter-group relations. 
He proposes that negative attitudes towards other groups develop as the person internalizes 
group values, or emotional requirements, for in-group participation. That is, we learn to see 
others as different because we know our own group as salient. Using this model, desire for group 
affiliation, normal intra- and inter -group dynamics, and our individual perceptions are antecedents 
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of prejudicial attitudes. According to this viewpoint, negative cognitions result from the necessity 
to maintain a positive sense of self subsequent to observed or imagined differences in group 
affiliations (Simon & Klandermans, 2001). 
Prejudice and Out-Groups 
Recent investigation into prejudice stems from inquiries into the psychological sources of 
oppression and inter-group cruelty that defined the atrocious behavior of Nazi Germany (Katz, 
1991). These investigations centered on identifying personality styles prone to authoritarian 
domination or racism. Subsequent research explored patterns of irrational rejection and hatred as 
they relate to religiosity, personality types, and other social factors. This area of research involves 
terminology such as in-group/out-group bias, prejudice, out-group stereotyping, and trademarks 
of the authoritarian personality (Aronson, 1992). 
Current thinking identifies three types of prejudice: 
Traditional prejudice refers to the sort of institutionalized prejudice observed between 
races, countries, religious groups, and other multigenerational frictions and inequalities. It 
is a prejudice that has roots in history and tradition. Racism is an example. 
Symbolic prejudice, on the other hand, is used to describe prejudice that arises from 
perceived threats from, or fear of, out-groups, or adverse judgments about out-group 
morals and behavior (Raden, 1994). This social process occurs within a contemporary 
context and includes the in-group/out-group dynamics. It results in pride of membership 
in one's assumed group and irrational negative beliefs about and behaviors toward out­
groups (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990). Intergenerational prejudice is an example of 
symbolic prejudice. 
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Finally, authoritarianism refers to the prejudice that is associated with the authoritarian 
personality (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992� Louw-Potgieter, 1987). 
Therefore, most measured prejudice can be traditional, symbolic, authoritarian, or a combination. 
While individual phobias account for a minor amount of disliking, such as homophobia, this seems 
to be of lesser significance on the broader scale (Logan, 1996). 
The present research defines an out-group as a group of people thought to experience 
prejudice. Research has shown that the subjective prejudice toward different out-groups varies 
depending on experiences, cultural identity, and individual temperament. Some examples of out­
group specific prejudice are racism, sexism, ageism, and class-ism. Within this research anti­
homosexual prejudice and bias against overweight persons were used as exemplars of prejudice. 
Subjective negative perception of and subsequent fear of out-groups, as noted, has been 
coined symbolic prejudice. As such, it involves the daily cognitive and emotional processes 
prevalent in social activity. This is in contrast to the idea of traditional prejudice which involves a 
cultural basis for these negative attitudes. Investigating the dynamics of symbolic prejudice, 
Devine (1989) studied bias by investigating operations of automatic and controlled cognitive 
processes. She agrees with Allport and Ross (1967) and Katz ( 1991) that the presence of 
negative stereotypes is pervasive in society. However, she concluded that some persons, perhaps 
for various reasons, are more likely to respond to these evaluations in their actions, and therefore 
to appear more or less prejudiced depending on the affective response. Various researches into 
prejudice have shown that negative cognitions, and not just stereotypes, are sources of prejudice 
in society (Raden, 1994� Quinton, Cowan, & Watson, 1996� Zanna, 1994). Simply stated, it 
seems people develop negative affect for those associated with negative stereotypes. 
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Prejudice also can be looked at as a dynamic aspect of group identification. Quinton, 
Cowan, and Watson (1996) looked at personality, group affiliation, and acculturation attributes as 
correlates of prejudice. They found authoritarianism and negative stereotypes predicted prejudice 
in some populations, while collectivism was predictive in others. Collectivism, or a sense of 
belonging in persons, has been investigated by Luhtanen and Crocker (1992). They measured this 
concept through a scale that asked respondents' thoughts regarding their social group. Research 
has found that persons high in collectivism may be prejudiced in service to enhancing their own 
social, rather than personal, identity (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990). Simon and Klandermans 
(200 1) further describe how collectivism results in political action against outgroups, primarily for 
the purpose of securing group cohesion through tactics such as shared grievances, blaming others, 
and appeals to a third party. 
Research has consistently supported the idea that there is an authoritarian personality type 
prone to many sorts of negative thoughts and feelings towards others, over a spectrum of social 
and cultural contexts (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992; Dunbar, 1995; Hunsberger, 1996). Thus, 
personality has been shown to be different from other sources of prejudice based on other 
individual, historical, and environmental factors effecting prejudice (Lepore & Brown, 1997; 
Quinton, Cowan, & Watson, 1996). The early views on the etiology of the authoritarian 
personality that placed significant emphasis on a rigid and uncaring childhood home life have not 
been validated. However, authoritarianism does seem to be associated with punitive and generally 
prejudiced people, who demand strict accountability to figures of authority. 
Affect: A dynamic mediator. Cognitive processes, group affiliation, and personality play 
significant roles in prejudice. Could there be other processes at work? Jussim, et al. (1995), 
investigating cognitive and affective models, concluded that positive affect was more telling in 
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moderating prejudice than cognition alone. That is, when looking at traditional out-groups, 
prejudice is reduced when the perceiver has positive affect toward an out-group member. Thus, 
biased labeling resulting from perceived differences-a cognitive attribution process-can be 
overcome if there is a positive emotional component. Lepore and Brown ( 1997) found support 
for distinguishing between labeling that resulted from the cognitive process of category activation 
(perceiving differences) and that influenced by priming with affective associations. Their findings 
imply a variety of interactions between categorization, or stereotyping, and prejudice. 
Anti-homosexual prejudice. Herek ( 1995) described prejudice from heterosexual persons 
forcing the views of the majority as to what is normal, or acceptable, on the minority of 
homosexual persons. This sort of lifestyle prejudice was first termed "heterosexism" by S.F. 
Morin in 1977 (Logan, 1996). Thus, the perceptions and experiences of heterosexuals place gays 
and lesbians into out-group status-a social devaluing process. Reiter (1991) discussed another 
potential source of anti-homosexual bias. In addition to the cultural context of a minority 
behavior, the sensed threat of homosexuality to both female and male sexual objects may have a 
deeper psychological beginning. This developmental sort of dislike results in a phobic response to 
the idea and practice of homosexuality. Christian beliefs and theology impose regulation of 
appropriate sexual behavior and have historically condemned homosexual behavior as aberrant 
because of traditional beliefs finding some support in scripture. Logan (1996) concluded that 
prejudice against homosexuals seems a complex combination of these social, cultural and personal 
factors. 
Anti-overweight prejudice. Research has also been conducted identifYing negative 
attitudes toward other out-groups. For example, Crandall ( 1994) discusses anti-overweight 
attitudes as prejudice where obese persons activate fear or may be perceived as threatening to the 
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observer's well-being. That is, observing the target perceived as overweight arouses a fear. In 
this view, prejudice against overweight persons is more clearly a symbolic prejudice. 
Religion 
Research investigating religiosity and prejudice has also had a rich, although somewhat 
inconsistent history (Donahue, 1985; Trimble, 1997). Working out distinct relationships among 
religiosity, prejudice and personality has been a complex endeavor. Even when variables are 
sufficiently operationalized in research, questions remain regarding whether findings about 
prejudice could be generalized (Donahue, 1985; Dunbar, 1995; Herek, 1987). Religiosity has not 
been consistently predictive of prejudice (Allport & Ross, 1967; Donahue, 1985; Herek, 1987). 
Religious outlook is one broad model of cultural and personal experience. It provides one 
way of looking at social and spiritual relations to the world. The religious perspective provides a 
framework with which we make sense of a wide variety of decisions we make daily. Defining 
religion in terms of these daily operations is difficult and has a rich history as a scholarly and a 
theoretical pursuit. Beit-Hallahmi (1989) defines religion as "a system of beliefs in divine or 
supernatural power and practice of worship or other rituals directed toward ... a power" (p. 12). 
Within this context, each person exhibits, and experiences, religion in personally meaningful ways 
that are supportive of personal stability as a distinct entity within creation-religion helps the 
person organize the world. However, it is a complicated matter sorting out how spirituality, 
existential experiences, and cultural content fit into the religious dimension of any one person, and 
how that dimension plays out in social relations. For example, persons from different religions 
may be similarly spiritual but live in significantly different times and places. In addition, religion is 
woven into the fabric of society and, as such, participates as an inescapable contributor to 
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cognitive and emotional processes. As such, prejudice, or tolerance, involves opinions about and 
practices relating to religion. These religious dimensions can be measured. 
Allport and Ross's seminal work of 1967 describes styles of religiousness as a bipolar 
single dimension, with the extremes labeled Intrinsic and Extrinsic. Extrinsic religiosity is 
described as religion as a means to a personal end where participation is for personal gain. As 
such it is more of a social process. Intrinsic religiosity is defined as religion as an end in itself-a 
personal relationship to God and the church. Subsequent work (Batson, Schoenrade, & Ventis, 
1993; Hoge, 1972; McFarland, 1989) further refined and validated these religious variables with 
the goals of increasing utility and validity of these scales. 
Batson, Schoenrade and Ventis (1993) provided a social psychological approach to 
religious orientation. They questioned whether Allport and Ross's Intrinsic/Extrinsic approach 
measured poles on a single dimension, and instead suggested that these were independent factors 
and that there may be additional religious factors that could be measured. In developing the 
Religious Life Inventory (RLI), they described three independent religious dimensions: Internal, 
External, and Quest. In their view, Internal religion related to the closely held and supported 
personal approach, External religion related to the social stance of the person, and Quest related 
to the religious questioning qualities found to some extent in all persons. They also created a 
measure of Orthodoxy to indicate how closely subjects held traditional Christian religious tenets. 
The relationship between religious orientation and prejudice is not clear. For example, 
Altemeyer and Hunsberger (1992) suggested that "fundamentalist beliefs easily could be linked (a) 
to the apparent psychological sources of authoritarian aggression ... and (b) to the finding ... that 
authoritarians reduce guilt over their misdeeds almost completely through religion ... which ... thus 
recycles the aggression" (p.127). Gorsuch (1993) responded to the foregoing, arguing that there 
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is the potential for confusing morality, preferences and prejudice in reaching such conclusions. 
This interaction exemplifies the difficulty with which measures of religiosity are tenuously 
associated with other social measures. Past research generally supports the views that 1) intrinsic 
religious beliefs negatively correlate with prejudice toward out-groups, and 2) that extrinsic 
religious beliefs positively correlate with prejudice of out-groups (Donahue, 1985). However, 
Herek (1987), in early research into the relationship between religiosity and prejudice, found that 
an extrinsic orientation to religion was more predictive of prejudice against African-Americans, 
while an intrinsic orientation was more predictive of prejudice toward homosexuals. It seems that 
religiosity may provide an unstable, or unpredictable, framework for generalizing attitudes, 
including statements of prejudice by religious persons. Furthermore, as Herek reported, religious 
persons may have different levels of prejudice to different out-groups. 
Table 1 summarizes recent research showing correlations between religious attributes and 
attitudes toward outgroups. While there is a general agreement on the concept that religiosity and 
prejudice are related, it may be that a variety of other factors intervene to keep the picture 
clouded. 
Table 1 
Summru:y of Past Research 
Author(s) Measures 
Allport and Ross ROS 
(1967)a,h,c,d Select prejudice items 
Social Problems 
Questionnaire 
Herek (1987)a,e 
Morris, et al. 
(1989t 
Boivin, et al. 
(1990t 
Wylie & Forest 
(1992)a,e,t;g 
ROS 
ATLG 
ROS 
Social Desirability Scale 
Shepherd Scale 
Christian Conservatism 
Scale 
Multi-factor Racial 
Attitudes Inventory 
ROS 
Social Desirability Scale 
Quest 
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Subjects and Findings 
From a sample of 309 adult church members the researchers 
found that extrinsics and indiscriminately pro-religious are 
more prejudiced than intrinsics. 
Using a sample of 126 undergraduate students the 
researcher found that extrinsics were prejudiced against 
homosexuals and African-Americans while intrinsics were 
prejudiced against homosexuals. 
Using a sample of379 undergraduate students the 
researchers found that intrinsics and indiscriminately anti­
religious were less prejudiced than extrinsics. 
Using a sample of 102 adult church members the 
researchers found that prejudice is unpredictable, generally, 
using their composite measure of Christian commitment. 
Using a sample of75 adults the researchers found that 
extrinsics were more prejudiced overall. intrinsics 
prejudiced against all except racial. Quest not prejudiced. 
Table continues 
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Table 1 Continued 
Summary of Research Findings 
Author(s) 
Kirkpatrick 
( 1997) a,e,t;g 
Hunsberger 
Fulton ( 1997).,. 
Measures Subjects and Findings 
Revised I-E Scale Using a sample of 289 undergraduates the researchers found 
Christian Orthodoxy that measures showed various levels of prejudice against 
(Short Form) different groups. Fundamentalists prejudiced against 
Quest homosexuals and Communists, Christian orthodoxy and 
Fundamentalism Scale extrinsics against Communists, intrinsics against 
Select prejudice items homosexuals and Communists. Quest negatively correlated 
with prejudice overall. 
RWA Using a sample of 509 adults the researchers found 
Religious Fundamentalism fundamentalism correlated with authoritarianism and 
Scale prejudice against homosexuals 
Anti-homosexual scale 
Identity Status Scale Using a sample of 259 undergraduates the researcher found 
Age Universal I-E Scale that religious foreclosure correlated with prejudice. Quest 
Ten item racial measure did not correlate with prejudice. 
ATLG 
Note. The Multi-Racial Attitude Inventory used by Boivin, et al. was developed to measure racial prejudice but was 
based solely on attitudes about African Americans. 
aMeasured anti-African-American prejudice �easured anti-Semitism 0Measured anti-Oriental prejudice 
'Measured anti-Hispanic prejudice "Measured anti-homosexual prejudice rMeasured anti-Communist prejudice 
!!Measured anti-women prejudice 
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One source or many : Pro and Con. It seems that personal, social, and cultural processes 
have each been shown to contribute to the eventual individual prejudiced response. Religiosity 
also has been shown to relate to prejudice. Prejudice on a societal level has been measured using 
a number of attributes. However, the research has not been clear or consistent about how much 
personality, religious values, and social context each contribute. It may be that some contexts, 
such as churches, are more likely to produce prejudiced persons than others. In support of the 
latter, Richards and Gamache's ( 1979) research into belief polarity showed that pre-exposure to 
dogmatic attitudes has long-term effects on setting negative attitudes in group members. 
Negative experience is a precursor to negative attitudes toward others. However, they noted that 
temperament also plays a role in this "inoculation" process. Jussim, et al. (1995) reached similar 
conclusions, placing emphasis on the role that affect played in forming and mediating bias. Zanna 
( 1994) proposed that a variety of sources interact in prejudicial thinking. In his view, personal 
beliefs, or moral rules, historical sources of prejudice, past experiences with the out-group, and 
authoritarianism, interact to some degree in all persons or groups. He agreed with other 
researchers in noting that authoritarianism was most predictive of prejudiced attitudes. Symbolic 
beliefs, based on imagined threats of out-groups to in-group stability, were better predictors of 
prejudice than traditional stereotypic beliefs. Zanna found support for the idea that there is a 
synergy between personality types, cultural context, and individual beliefs. Finally, Louw­
Potgieter ( 1987), examined research into prejudice in South Africa and concluded that the 
phenomenon of racial prejudice required multiple constructs to form a consistent explanation. 
On the other hand, some researchers have concluded that prejudice is a simpler process. 
For example, Raden (1994) investigated the contributions that symbolic prejudice, historical 
prejudice, and authoritarianism combine to create overall prejudice. He found that there was a 
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significant correlation among these measures of bias and questioned whether they were distinct 
processes. However, he noted that there was a higher correlation between authoritarian attitudes 
and prejudice. The argument for distinct and somewhat independent aspects of inter-group 
conflict, based on traditional contexts, interpersonal aspects, and fmding meaning in symbolism, is 
not yet fully supported by research. In this view, the same social process has been given several 
different names. 
The interconnection and interaction among the cultural, personal, and contextual seems 
evident in that they distinctly, perhaps synergistically, contribute to prejudice. It appears that the 
presence of prejudice in the social psychological setting results from the congruence of several 
processes whereby observers, acting as individuals, put their observations into some order 
according to their worldview. 
Research Hypotheses 
While there has been a significant amount of research into prejudice, social factors, and 
religiosity, there seems to be no research seeking to understand the relationship of prejudice 
associated with the interactions of religious attitudes, authoritarianism, symbolic prejudice, and 
collective self-esteem using validated scales. Zanna ( 1994) looked at authoritarianism and 
symbolic and traditional bias, but he did not use validated scales nor was religiosity involved. 
Previous research investigating these issues individually has not always used psychometrically 
valid instruments. There seems to be no research looking at the attributes of religiosity, 
personality and collectivism as predictors for prejudice against out-groups. In the present 
research, psychometrically valid instruments were used to look at possible correlations among 
these factors and regression analysis was used to uncover how much each contributes in 
combination. 
'<! ' 
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Hypotheses were developed from the existing research and are shown in Table . It was 
hypothesized that, at the . 01  significance level: authoritarianism would correlate positively with 
anti-homosexual prejudice and anti-overweight prejudice; Christian orthodoxy would correlate 
positively with anti-homosexual prejudice; Christian group collectivism would correlate positively 
with anti-homosexual prejudice; extrinsic religiosity would correlate positively with anti­
homosexual prejudice; intrinsic religiosity would correlate positively with anti-homosexual 
prejudice; and, a questing orientation would correlated negatively with both anti-homosexual and 
anti-overweight prejudice. In addition, the relationships between these attributes were 
investigated but no hypotheses were made regarding these relationships as no related literature 
could be located. Hypotheses about relative predicative strengths of these attributes were 
developed from the research literature. The expected results of the stepwise regression analysis 
are also shown in Table 2. Among the attributes measure, authoritarianism will be the most 
consistent and powerful predictor of anti-homosexual and anti-overweight prejudice. The second 
most powerful predictor of anti-homosexual and anti-overweight prejudice would be Christian 
orthodoxy. No other attributes would contribute to the prediction of anti-overweight prejudice. 
The third most powerful predictor of anti-homosexual prejudice would be the Christian 
collectivism. 
Table 2 
Summary of Research Hypotheses 
Measure Attribute 
RWA Authoritarianism 
co Orthodoxy 
GSEia Collectivism 
Intrinsic Intrinsic Religiosity 
Extrinsic Extrinsic Religiosity 
Quest Quest Religiosity 
Correlation 
ATLG AFA 
+++ + 
++ + 
+ 
+ 
+ 
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Regression 
ATLG AFA 
1 1 
2 2 
3 
4 
5 
Note. + and - indicates expected positive and negative correlations, respectively. Multiple signs 
indicate expected higher levels of correlation. 
a GSEI is the Group Self Esteem Inventory 
Subjects 
Chapter 2 
Method 
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Participants were 161 student volunteers from two academic undergraduate institutions 
recruited through instructors. Ten volunteers did not complete one or more of the scales, and 
these data were not used in the statistical analysis. The age ranged from 16 to 55 with a modal 
age of 18 and average age of just under 2 1  with a standard deviation of 6.7. The vast majority 
reported Protestant or a Protestant sect as a religious affiliation and 13 responded as Catholic. 
Sixteen did not report any Christian religious affiliation. Participants reported, on average, 
religious activity ranging from none to more than four times a week. On average, they noted a 
more than moderate interest in religion. Gender and ethnicity information was not gathered. 
Measures 
Eight measures composed of 10 scales were administered: the Quest scale of the Religious 
Life Inventory (RLI ; Batson, Schoenrade, & Ventis, 1993 ), the Intrinsic and Extrinsic scales from 
the Religious Orientation Scale (ROS ; Allport & Ross, 1967), the Christian Orthodoxy Scale 
(CO ; Fullerton & Hunsberger, 1982), the Right Wing Authoritarian Scale (RWA ;Altemeyer & 
Hunsberger, 1992), a customized form of Luhtanen and Crocker's ( 1992) Group Self-Esteem 
Inventory (GESI), the Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gays Scale (ATLG; Herek, 1987), and the 
Anti-Fat Attitudes Scale (AFA; Crandall, 1994). Each scale is described and discussed below 
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regarding utility, reliability, and validity. The scales are self-report instruments and a common 
nine-point Likert scale was used for this administration, with choices ranging from strongly agree 
to strongly disagree. Presence of the quality being measured (for example, anti-overweight 
prejudice on the AFA) is indicated by low scale scores. Higher scores indicate lower levels of the 
quality being measured. The total length of a full administration was 14 5 items. Demographic 
data regarding religious affiliation, church attendance, and age were also collected. 
Quest. The Quest scale, part of the RLI, is a 12 item scale developed by Batson, 
Schoenrade, and Ventis ( 1993) providing a measure of a key religiosity factor. The Quest 
dimension refers to the existential aspects of religiosity and open-ended questioning of life that are 
distinct from both Intrinsic and Extrinsic religiosity. It was originally used with a nine point 
Likert scale. Batson and Schoenrade ( 199 1a) reported test-retest reliability of .63 and internal 
consistency of alpha= .75 - .82. Quest scores correlate well with individuals' religious conflict 
and negatively with extrinsic religion (Batson & Schoenrade, 199 1b). In that article the authors 
covered numerous studies using the Quest scale and concluded that this scale measures an 
honestly open-minded questioning approach to religion as opposed to indecision or agnosticism. 
Religious Orientation Scale. The ROS was developed by Allport and Ross ( 1967) and has 
been used to measure extrinsic and intrinsic religion as orientations. The authors originally 
proposed the scale as measuring religiosity on a single continuum. Their 1967 version included 
20 items with four potential responses ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The 
questionnaire used in the present study was Hoge's (1972) validation scale, which had the ROS 
items, Feagin's ( 1964) items, and some additional items. Batson, Schoenrade, and Ventis ( 1993) 
validated the ROS scale, finding significant correlation with their External and Internal constructs, 
and therefore suggested that these scales be used as significant contributors. Here it is used with 
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a nine point Likert rating. Meta-analysis by Trimble (1997) found that the measure of intrinsic 
religiosity was more internally reliable (alphas of .73 to .79) than the measure of extrinsic 
religiosity (alphas of .35 to .70). In his 1985 meta-analysis, Donahue concluded that extrinsic 
religiosity reflected shallowness, conservatism, prejudice, and perceived powerlessness. He also 
noted that intrinsic religiosity negatively correlated with extrinsic religion and positively correlated 
with religious commitment and participation. 
Christian Orthodoxy Scale. The CO was developed by Fullerton and Hunsberger ( 1982), 
provides a measure of another key religiosity factor: adherence to traditional Christian tenets. 
Items were developed on the basis of theological belief statements that would be ascribed to by 
American Protestants, Greek Orthodox, and Catholics. Presumably, members of other major 
religions would answer differently from those with a Christian heritage. It consists of 24 face 
valid statements extracted from the Nicene Creed, a 1600-year-old Christian statement of beliefs 
widely used today around the world. The scale was originally used with a nine point scale ranging 
from +4 (strongly agree) to -4 (strongly disagree). It is used here as a measure of one aspect of 
religious symbolic prejudice as an independent variable. Ascribing to its values is assumed to 
show acceptance of the tenets of Christian theology and church values. Cronbach alphas of .97 -
.98 were found for North American Christians (Fullerton & Hunsberger, 1982). Johnson, 
George, and Saine ( 1993), concluded that responses to this instrument would validly express the 
degree to which respondents adhered to basic Christian tenets. 
Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale. The Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale (RWA) is a 
30-item scale used by Altemeyer and Hunsberger ( 1992) provided a measure of the authoritarian 
personality. Altemeyer ( 1996) reviewed previous findings to report Cronbach's alphas between 
. 83 and . 9 1. Construct validity was demonstrated by correlation with fundamentalism, prejudice, 
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and an anti-radical measure. It is used here as a measure of authoritarianism as an independent 
variable (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992; Hunsberger, 1995). Billings, Guastello, and Rieke 
(1993) showed that the RW A scale correlated well with Ray's Balanced F and directiveness 
scales, and ratings of unimaginative-ness, conscientiousness, lack of self-sufficiency, and close­
mindedness on the 16PF. 
Group Self Esteem Scale. The GSEI was developed by Luhtanen and Crocker (1992). It 
was modified for the present research to measure the degree of religious group identification by 
substituting church group for social group in this 16-item scale. This strategy is similar to that 
used by Quintin, Cowan, and Watson (1996) when they used this scale to measure ethnic 
collectivism. It was originally developed to be used with a seven point Likert scale ranging from 
strongly agree to strongly disagree. The developers reported an acceptable internal consistency 
(alpha> .83) and good test-retest reliability after six weeks (r = .64). Its construct validity was 
demonstrated by correlation with the Rosenberg self-esteem scale and the Janis-Field scale, a 
measure of feelings of social adequacy. The GSEI is used here with a nine point Likert scale as 
a measure of in-group/out-group bias as an independent variable. 
Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gays. The 20-item ATLG was developed by Herek (1987) 
and is composed of two scales: the ATG measures attitudes toward gay men and the A TL 
measures attitudes toward lesbian women. The combined scores indicate a relative level of 
intolerance for homosexual persons. Herek found and reported a condemnation/tolerance factor 
measured by these scales. It was developed using a nine point Likert scale ranging from strongly 
agree to strongly disagree. Validation studies using various student and non-student populations, 
heterosexuals and homosexuals, found acceptable internal consistency (alphas of .89 for the ATG 
scale and .77 for the ATL scale). Construct validity was found through predicted correlations 
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with traditional sexual values, beliefs in traditional family ideology, orthodoxy, religious 
conservatism and fundamentalism, and lack of positive contact with homosexuals (Herek, 1994). 
It is used here to measure prejudice as a dependent variable. 
Anti-Fat Attitude Scale. Crandall (1994) developed a 13-item AF A scale for measuring 
anti-overweight attitudes, including dislike, fear of obesity, and disgust. It is composed of face 
valid questions about overweight persons or being overweight, and uses a nine point Likert scale. 
Crandall noted that attitudes exhibited toward obese persons were a form of symbolic prejudice. 
Crandall found acceptable Cronbach alpha measures of reliability for two factors: dislike (.84) 
and fear of fat (.79). A third factor, willpower, had a less acceptable alpha of .66. The entire 
AF A will be used to measure prejudice as a dependent variable. 
Procedure 
This researcher or an associate familiar with the project attended all administrations. 
Some participants received credit for class work and others were required to participate in 
research projects offered. Attended administrations of the combined demographic questions (see 
Appendix B) and scales used a pencil and paper self-report instrument which was given on 
separate occasions to each subject group between November, 2000, and January, 2001. A 
statement regarding informed consent was included along with instructions and researcher's name 
and address in a cover page (see Appendix A). Each participant group was identified by a unique 
code. Each group was briefed regarding the general contents of the administration, overall 
purpose of the research, and informed that participation in the administration amounted to 
informed consent on the part of the subjects. 
The data was entered into a personal computer spreadsheet program and converted to 
SPSS data format. Items were reverse-scored according to instructions supplied by the 
Social, Religious, and Personal 21  
instruments' authors. Scale means were determined by summing scores of requisite items and 
dividing by the number of items using SPSS. Missing item answers were compensated for by 
using an average item score in their place. The resulting individual scale scores were values of 1-
9, with lower scores indicating stronger measured traits than higher scores. For example, a score 
of2 on the ATLG scales indicates more prejudice than a score of 5. 
Statistical Analysis 
This analysis placed the Quest scale from the RLI, the Extrinsic and Intrinsic scales of the 
ROS, the RWA scale, the CO scale, and the altered GESI as the attributes or independent 
variables. Attitudes of prejudice towards out-groups were the dependent variables: the ATLG 
for homosexuals, and the AF A for obese persons. Descriptive statistical analysis was performed 
using SPSS for Windows V6. 1 .4 on a personal computer. Basic correctional statistics were 
obtained for all variables. In addition, a stepwise regression analysis was performed to determine 
the order and extent to which each independent variable contributed to prejudice against 
homosexuals and obese persons. 
Chapter 3 
Results 
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Descriptive statistics for the dependent variables and measured attributes are reported in 
Table 3. Individual scores can be compared to the mean score for that scale to indicate a relative 
position for that individual. Thus, a subject with a score of five on the A TLG should be seen as 
somewhat less prejudiced against homosexuals than the average score in this sample. Lower 
scores indicate agreement with the attribute measured. Cronbach alphas for internal consistency 
of these scales as administered in this research are similar to those found in previous research. 
The statistics for Christian Orthodoxy were generally in the direction of agreement with 
the attribute the scale was meant to measure: agreement with traditional Christian doctrine. The 
mean score of 1. 816 with a standard deviation of 1. 566 indicates that the majority of the 
respondents either moderately or strongly agreed with the items overall. 
An error in administration preparation inadvertently deleted the last fourteen items of the 
thirty-item RWA scale measuring the authoritarian personality. This was not discovered until the 
final test administration resulting in only ten cases including all thirty items. These cases were 
examined to determine if the balance of the partial administrations were of utility as measures of 
authoritarianism. For the ten complete RWA measures, the answers on the first sixteen questions 
correlated with a t  = . 915 at the . 01 level of significance (2-tailed). While not perfect, for the 
purpose of this research the scores on the partial administrations were deemed sufficient and 
adequate measures of authoritarianism. 
Social, Religious, and Personal23 
Table 3 
Scale Descri{2tives 
Scale Minimum Maximum Mean SD alpha 
Dependent Variables 
AFA 2.92 9.00 6. 1 1  1. 19 .80 
ATLG 1 .00 9.00 3.86 2. 18 .97 
Attributes 
RWA 1.8 1 7.56 4. 19 1 . 18 .82 
ORTHODOXY 1 .00 8.69 1 .82 1 .57 .98 
EXTRINSIC 2.00 9.00 6.42 1 .3 1 .78 
INTRINSIC 1 .00 9.00 3.46 1.63 .86 
GSEI 1 . 13 8.50 3.48 1.32 .89 
QUEST 1 .92 1 1.00 5.28 1 .42 .76 
Note. For each of the scales used, lower scale scores indicate agreement with the attribute 
measured. For example, the relatively low mean score on the CO scale (Orthodoxy) indicated 
general agreement with the Christian tenets therein. 
Correlational Findings 
The level of significance was set at . 01 .  The correlations from this research were mostly 
consistent with those of previous research findings. 
Table 4 shows the correlations between the dependent variables and the measured 
attributes. There were greater correlations for anti-homosexual than for anti-overweight 
prejudice. There was significant positive correlation between authoritarianism and prejudice 
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against both overweight and homosexual persons. None of the other variables showed significant 
relationship with the AF A, either positive or negative. Anti-homosexual prejudice was 
significantly positively correlated, in decreasing order of magnitude, with authoritarianism (.75), 
intrinsic religiosity ( .59), orthodoxy (.55), and Christian group self-esteem (.39). There were 
surprising negative correlations between both anti-homosexual (at the .01  level), anti-overweight 
(at the . 05 level) prejudice, and extrinsic religiosity. That is, this attribute seemed associated with 
tolerance in the present study. Quest was also negatively correlated, though less so, with anti-
homosexual prejudice at the .05 level. 
Table 4 
Correlations Between DeRendent Variables and Attributes 
ATLG AFA RWA co GSEI Intrinsic Extrinsic QUEST 
(ROS} {ROS} (RLI} 
ATLG 1 .000 .376** .749** . 547** .391 ** . 587** - .43 1 ** - . 1 80* 
AFA .376** 1 .000 .21 5** . 066 -.062 .027 - . 197* - .047 
RWA .749** .21 5** 1 .000 .504** .468** .543** - .210* -.237** 
co . 547** .066 . 504** 1 .000 .661 ** .764** -.223** -.073 
GSEI .391  ** - .062 .468** .661 ** 1 .000 .642** -. 134 - .060 
Intrinsic . 587** .027 . 543** .764** .642** 1 .000 - .322** -.092 
Extrinsic -.43 1 ** -. 1 97* -.21 0* -.223** -. 134 - .322** 1 .000 . 1 57 
Quest -. 1 80 - .047 -.237** -.073 -.060 -.092 . 1 57 1 .000 
** Correlation is significant at the 0 .01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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There were significant positive correlations between some attributes. Orthodoxy, intrinsic 
religiosity, authoritarianism, and, to a lesser extent, Christian group self-esteem were all positively 
correlated at the . 0 1  level. Quest religiosity was significantly related to only one attribute: a 
negative correlation with authoritarianism. 
Step-Wise Regression Findings 
A stepwise regression analysis was used to look at the extent to which attributes could be 
used to model prejudice. Three regression models were developed for each out-group which 
showed the most powerful predictive combinations of attributes. Table 5 shows the differing 
variances of three models for anti-homosexual prejudice in this sample where authoritarianism, 
Christian orthodoxy and extrinsic religiosity are the model attributes. Other attributes did not 
significantly predict anti-homosexual prejudice in this regression. Table 6 is an analysis of variance 
for these models. These data show that authoritarianism was the most powerful attribute for 
predicting prejudice against homosexual persons, accounting for 57.5 % of the variance. Extrinsic 
religiosity was a negative predictor and orthodoxy was the third most powerful factor. The 
second and third models accounted for 63 .9% and 66.3% of the variance respectively. 
Table 5 
Regression Models SummMY: - ATLG 
Model R R 2 
1 .760 . 578 
2 . 803 .644 
3 . 8 1 8  .670 
Adjusted R 2 Standard Error of the Estimate 
. 575 1 .41 17  
.639 1 . 3010  
.663 1 .2582 
I .,� ,( ' 
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Table 6 
Analysis of Variance - ATLG 
Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square E 
Model 1 
Regression 398.961 1 398.961 200 . 190 .000 
Residual 290.965 146 1 .993 
Total 689.925 147 
Model 2 
Regression 444.496 2 222.248 1 3 1 .305 .000 
Residual 245 .429 145 1 .693 
Total 689.925 147 
Model 3 
Regression 461 .946 3 153 .982 97.261 .000 
Residual 227.979 144 1 . 583 
Total 689.925 147 
Table 7 shows constants and B coefficients for these three models. These data show that 
authoritarianism was the most powerful single attribute for predicting prejudice against 
homosexual persons, accounting for 57.5% of the variance. Extrinsic religiosity was a negative 
predictor and orthodoxy was the third most powerful predictor. As the analysis of variance in 
Table 6 shows, relatively little additional residual variance was explained by adding extrinsic 
religiosity and Christian Orthodoxy. These second and third models accounted for 63 .9% and 
Social, Religious, and Personal27 
66.3% of the variance respectively. The three models are: 1) Constant and RW � 2) Constant, 
RWA and Extrinsic, and 3) Constant, Extrinsic and Orthodoxy. 
Table 7 
Regression coefficients - A TLG 
Model Variable B 
1 (Constant) -2.07 1  
RWA 1 .403 
2 (Constant) 1 .205 
RWA 1 .293 
EXTRIN. -.437 
3 (Constant) 1 . 1 88 
RWA 1 . 130  
EXTRIN. -.400 
co .256 
SE B 
.432 
.099 
.747 
.094 
.084 
.722 
. 103 
.083 
.077 
Beta I stg. 
-4.79 .000 
.760 14. 1 5  .000 
1 .614 . 1 00 
.701 13 .79 .000 
-.26 -5. 1 87 .000 
1 .65 . 102 
.61 1 0.946 .000 
-.24 -4.86 .000 
. 1 86 3 .33 .00 1  
In the analysis o f  prejudice toward overweight persons, the factors found to be most 
predictive were authoritarianism, Christian group self esteem and extrinsic religiosity, in that order 
(see Table 1 0). These models show Intrinsic religiosity did not predict prejudice against 
overweight persons when authoritarianism, Christian group self-esteem or extrinsic religiosity 
were accounted for. Both Christian group self esteem and extrinsic religiosity are negative 
coefficients. The total amount of variance accounted in model 1 was 3 .  9%, 6. 1% in model 2, and 
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8% by model 3 .  The three models developed are: (1) Constant and RWA, (2) Constant, RWA, 
and GSEI, and (3) Constant, RW A, GSEI and Extrinsic. 
Table 8 
Model Summru:y - AF A 
Model R Rz Adjusted R2 Standard Error of the Estimate 
1 .214 . 046 .039 1 . 1659 
2 .272 .074 .061 1 . 1 526 
3 . 3 1 5  .099 .080 1 . 1407 
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Table 9 
Analysis of Variance - AF A 
Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square I: 
Model l 
Regression 9.533 1 9.533 7.014 .009 
Residual 198 .454 146 1 .359 
Total 207.987 147 
Model 2 
Regression 1 5 .343 2 7.671 5 .774 .004 
Residual 192.645 145 1 . 329 
Total 207.987 147 
Model 3 
Regression 20.613  3 6.871 5 .280 .002 
Residual 1 87.375 144 1 .301  
Total 207.987 147 
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Table 1 0  
Coefficients - AF A 
Model Variable B SE B Beta ! Slg. 
1 (Constant) 5 . 193 .357 14 .55 . 000 
RWA .217 . 082 .214 2.65 . 009 
2 (Constant) 5 .419 .369 14.68 . 000 
RWA .306 .092 .303 3 .36 .001  
GSEI - . 172 .082 - . 1 89 -2.09 . 038  
3 (Constant) 6.544 .668 9.80 .000 
RWA .273 .092 .270 2.97 . 004 
GSEI -. 1 80 .082 - . 1 98 -2.21 . 029 
EXTRINSIC -. 149 .074 - . 164 -2.01 .046 
The research hypotheses are revisited in Table 1 1 .  As predicted, the most significant 
relationship between any attribute measured and prejudice was found for authoritarianism. 
Religiosity attributes were contributed less than expected. Extrinsic religiosity turned out to be a 
negative predictor of prejudice. The findings for Quest religiosity were consistent with the 
hypothesis but it was significant only at the .05 level and did not enter the regression. Finally, 
Christian Orthodoxy, a measure of traditional values, also was a less significant predictor than 
hypothesized and did not enter the regression for anti-overweight prejudice. 
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Table 1 1  
Summru:y or Research Findings 
Measure Attribute ATLG ATLG- AFA AFA-
Regression Regression 
RWA Authoritarianism +++ 1 + 1 
co Orthodoxy ++ 3 
GSEI Collectivism + 2 
Intrinsic Intrinsic Religiosity + 
Extrinsic Extrinsic Religiosity 2 3 
Quest Quest Religiosity 
Note. + and - indicates found positive and negative correlations, respectively. Multiple signs 
indicate higher levels of correlation found. 
Chapter 4 
Discussion 
Social , Religious, and Personal 32 
Significant correlations were found between some attributes and the dependent variables 
of prejudice against homosexual and overweight persons. Authoritarianism was found to 
positively correlate with and acted as the most powerful predictor of both anti-homosexual and 
anti-overweight prejudice. Positive correlations were found between anti-homosexual prejudice 
and the attributes of Christian orthodoxy, Christian group self esteem, and Intrinsic religiosity. 
Negative correlations were found between the attribute ofExtrinsic religiosity and both anti­
homosexual and anti-overweight prejudice. Quest religiosity did not significantly correlate with 
either anti-homosexual or anti-overweight prejudice. 
Conclusions and Implications for Further Research 
A significant amount of past research has reported positive and negative correlations 
between religious attributes and prejudice against a variety of out-groups without fully controlling 
for some other attributes consistently associated with prejudice. The present research sought to 
look at a full spectrum of attributes and obtain a clearer picture about the varieties of prejudice 
within a single sample population. 
These research findings are in agreement with past research that authoritarianism is clearly 
the most significant correlate and predictor of prejudice when compared to other attributes, as 
noted in Altemeyer and Hunsberger (1992), and Hunsberger (1996), Quinton, Cowan, and 
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Watson (1996), and Wylie and Forest (1992). This consistent correlation between many forms of 
prejudice and authoritarianism is not surprising, as some of the R W A items are prejudicial 
statements. The truncated R W A scale used here turned out to be a design limitation. However, 
the strength of the correlation of the partial scale used with the overall scale in a subset of the 
cases defends use of the data in the statistical analysis and these conclusions. Future 
investigations comparing authoritarianism to prejudice should include the entire scale. 
The findings of this research are also consistent with past findings of positive correlations 
between Intrinsic religiosity and anti-homosexual prejudice (e.g. Kirkpatrick, 1 993; Wylie & 
Forest, 1 992 ), and the lack of correlation between prejudice and Quest religiosity (Fulton, 1997; 
Wylie & Forest, 1 992). 
The findings are different from previous research in one area. The significant negative 
correlation in this sample between extrinsic religiosity and anti-homosexual prejudice is in contrast 
with prior research (Herek, 1 987; Kirkpatrick, 1 993 ; Morris, 1989; Wylie & Forest, 1 992). Here 
extrinsic orientation also negatively correlated with Christian orthodoxy, intrinsic religiosity, and 
Christian collectivism. Extrinsic religiosity did not correlate with Quest. 
These findings lead to several conclusions. First, the findings regarding the authoritarian 
personality and prejudice reinforce its position as a consistent predictor of prejudice. Future 
research regarding prejudice should have similar findings if authoritarianism is included in the 
design. Research regarding the nature and occurrence of prejudice would not be complete unless 
this attribute is taken into account. 
A second conclusion drawn from the findings involving extrinsic religiosity, in light of 
previous research, is that prejudice in society is dynamic. Changing public cultural attitudes 
toward homosexuals over time are likely reflected in changing levels of prejudice. Recent 
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political/cultural acceptance of homosexuals, such as in media portrayals, influences sources of 
symbolic prejudice that are not threats to collective identity. It may be that an extrinsic 
orientation indicates a lower personal integration with religious social groups (Christian 
collectivism) than an intrinsic orientation. It is postulated that the extrinsic person is more 
available to cultural shifts influencing attitudes away from traditional stereotyping. This finding is 
similar to those findings of Quinton, Cowan, and Watson, (1996) that more acculturated Latinos 
were less sympathetic to illegal immigrants. Collectivism, symbolic prejudice, and 
political/cultural shifts seem to be dynamically connected in society. This is similar to the 
development of political collectivism described by Simon and Klandermans (2001). In their 
analysis, the development of political activism by socio-cultural groups develops along with the 
need for an in-group identity. 
Some other relationships between attributes should be noted here. Several attribute 
measures form a cluster, including pro-religious Christian lifestyle, orthodoxy, and collectivism. 
Table shows that there is a consistent correlation between intrinsic religiosity, Christian orthodoxy 
and Christian Group Self Esteem. In addition, these three attributes were positively correlated 
with anti-homosexual bias but not with anti-overweight prejudice. A second force for prejudice in 
this sample seems to be symbolic prejudice resulting from in-group bias. This finding also is 
consistent with the findings of Quinton, Cowan and Watson (1996) that following 
authoritarianism, support for an anti-immigration initiative correlated with the level of 
acculturation and collectivism among Latino voters. In their sample, as the level of 
belonging-ness to the political and economic community increased, the level of support for ethnic 
ties decreased. It may be that increasing association with a Christian community lifestyle creates a 
stress toward defining the negative aspects of one perceived out-group but not another. (Simon 
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& Klandermans, 2001). In the end, individual religiousness, as a predictor of prejudice, seems 
less important when viewed in the contexts of collectivism and lifestyle. 
It should be mentioned here that the use of the Christian orthodoxy scale as representative 
of Christian traditionalism while utilizing a Likert type scale based on agreement/disagreement 
yielded data that may be overly restrictive. The results of this investigation found that there is a 
significant amount of agreement with these theological tenets in this sample. Scores showing 
fidelity to traditional Christian beliefs in this sample may not generalize to other groups with 
different beliefs. Future researchers may want to consider changing the response scale to reflect 
level of importance to the individual's daily affairs rather than mere agreement or disagreement 
with theological statements. 
There are demographic drawbacks associated with the use of an undergraduate 
convenience sample. Drawing from a wider and more demographically diverse population in 
terms of age, socioeconomic status, and ethnic diversity, is preferable for extending research 
findings. One unforeseen problem was that about 6% of the sample did not complete one or more 
of the administered scales for a variety or reasons. An example would be indicating no religious 
affiliation and thereafter noting they could not complete all the scales. This could have been 
overcome by offering different scales that would still allow inclusion of this important portion of 
the sample in the analysis. 
In summary, the present results show that authoritarianism is the most consistent and 
powerful predictor and correlate of prejudice against homosexuals and overweight persons. The 
other attributes that showed significant correlations with anti-homosexual prejudice are Christian 
group self-esteem, Intrinsic religiosity, and Christian orthodoxy. Only authoritarianism positively 
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correlated with prejudice against overweigh persons. Extrinsic religiosity was found as a negative 
correlate and predictor of prejudice against both these outgroups. 
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Appendix A 
Informed Consent 
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Attended Administrations 
The attached survey is part of a research project being conducted by a graduate student as part of 
a dissertation project at George Fox University. It includes some commonly heard statements 
about one's religious life and attitudes toward other people. They are very diverse. Your task in 
each of the following sections is to rate your agreement or disagreement with each statement. For 
each statement there is a scale on which to make your judgement. The scale rates from Strongly 
Agree (SA) through Agree (A) and Disagree (D) to Strongly Disagree (SD); it is numbered from 
1 through 9.  Simply circle the number you feel best represents your own agreement or 
disagreement with the statement. Try to rate each of the statements not leaving any unanswered 
questions. Work fairly rapidly not brooding over any one statement too long. 
It should take about thirty minutes to complete this survey, including the time it takes to explain 
and distribute them. Return the completed survey to the proctor when you are finished. You are 
encouraged to remain in the room to ask questions and discuss the research when all the subjects 
have completed their questionnaires. 
The project should be completed by the middle of October and results will be available at that . 
time. You may request to receive a copy of the completed paper through the administrator. 
By completing this survey, I give my consent to participate in this research project. I understand I 
may withdraw my consent at any time prior to completion of the survey by discontinuing filling 
out the forms and returning them to the administrator, stating my desire to withdraw. Do not put 
your signature or other identifying marks on any part of this administration. 
Thank your for your help in this research. If you have any questions please feel free to contact 
Robert Lundblad at (503)945-7479, (503)508-6191 or at Roblundblad@netscape.net. 
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Demographic Questionaire 
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Religious Affiliation: (Please choose one) 
_Protestant 
_Catholic 
_Jewish 
_Other( specifY) _______ _ 
Age in years __ 
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Number of years school completed (Please check the highest grade completed) 
_High School 
_One year post high school 
_Two years post high school 
_Three years post high school 
_Undergraduate college degree complete 
_One year graduate studies 
_Two years graduate studies 
_Three years graduate studies 
_Four years graduate studies 
_Doctoral level, Doctorate, or Post-
Doctorate 
How Interested are you in religion? (Please circle a number) 
Not at all 
1 2 3 
Moderate 
4 5 6 7 
Extremely 
8 9 
How often do you attend religious or religious-related Activities? (Please circle a number) 
0 Not Applicable 
1 Less than once a year 
2 Once or twice a year 
3 3 to 12 times a year 
4 2 to 3 times a month 
5 Weekly 
6 2 to 4 times per week 
7 5 or more times per week 
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Appendix C 
Raw Data 
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Code to Data 
Column Name Contents 
1 Group Group identification 
2 Seq Subject sequence in group 
3 Rel Subject's religious affiliation 
4 Age Subjects age 
5 Educ Self report about subject's level of education achieved. 
6 Intere Self report regarding subject's interest in religion. 
7 Atten Self report regarding attendance at religious activities. 
8 Quest Scale score on the Quest religiosity scale. 
9 GSEI Scale score for the Group Self Esteem Scale (Christian emphasis). 
10  ATLG Scale Score on the Attitudes toward Lesbians and Gays scale. 
1 1  co Scale score on the Christian Orthodoxy scale. 
12 AFA Scale score for the Attitudes Toward Fat scale. 
13  Intri Scale Score for the Intrinsic Religiosity scale (Allport and Ross, 
1 967). 
14 Extri Scale Score for Extrinsic Religiosity scale (Allport and Ross, 1 967). 
1 5  R W A Scale score for the Right Wing Authoritarian scale. 
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1 
1 
1 
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1 
1 
1 
1 
Seq Rei 
1 
2 1 
3 4 
4 1 
5 1 
6 1 
7 1 
8 1 
9 1 
1 0  1 
1 1  1 
12  4 
1 3  1 
1 5  1 
16 1 
17  1 
1 8  1 
19  1 
20 1 
21  1 
22 1 
23 1 
24 1 
25 1 
26 1 
27 1 
28 1 
29 1 
30 1 
Age Educ Intere Atten Quest 
20 2 6 5 3 .92 
24 4 8 4 3 .75 
1 8  1 7 6 4.83 
19  1 7 6 5 .50 
1 8  1 9 5 4.75 
4 9 6 5 .00 
19  2 7 5 3 . 92 
21  4 8 6 3 . 83 
20 2 9 6 4.00 
19  2 9 6 4.42 
1 9  1 6 5 4 .83 
1 9  6 5 4 5 .83 
1 9  1 9 6 7.75 
1 8  1 7 6 5 .08 
19  1 7 6 4.83 
1 8  1 9 6 7.58 
18 1 9 5 5 .58  
27 2 8 6 4.08 
19 3 8 6 5 .00 
1 9  1 9 6 5 . 50 
17 1 8 7 5 .58 
18  1 8 5 6.25 
1 9  1 9 6 7.00 
1 9  2 8 6 3 .75 
1 9  2 9 6 6.42 
20 3 7 6 6 . 17  
18  1 9 7 6.33 
20 3 4 3 5 .33 
1 8  1 �---- . .  6 4. 17  -
GSEI ATLG co ATF Intri Extri RWA I 
2.75 1 . 90 1 .04 5 .3 1 4.56 6.60 3 .50 i 
4.63 6.70 3 .69 5 .69 5 .78 6.20 6.3 1 i 
3 .25 1 .00 1 .00 4.62 2.78 9.00 2 .81  
2 .81  3 .37  1 .00 6.3 1 3 .22 6.80 2.63 
2.88 2.50 1 . 1 5  7 .46 1 . 56 8 . 10  4 .56 
3 .56 1 .60 1 .3 1  4 .77 3 .56 6.50 4.00 
4.63 2.85 2.04 5 .77 4.00 4.70 3 .38  
2 .56 5 .65 1 .00 5 .08 3 . 1 1  5 .80 4.63 
3 .3 1  2 . 10  1 .00 6.85 1 .78 6.40 3 .3 1  
4.56 3 .75 1 . 12 3 .23 3 .67 6.40 3 .25 
4.50 2. 1 5  1 .00 6 .38 3 . 56 3 .50 2.75 
4.60 3 .85 1 . 1 5  5 .92 3 .00 6.70 4.3 1 
2.25 3 .70 1 .00 6.92 2.44 9.00 3 .3 1  
3 . 19 1 .95 1 .35  5 .85 2.67 7.50 3 .63 
3 . 50 3 .45 1 .00 6.00 3 .78 5 .70 4.3 1 
3 .63 1 .70 1 .00 5 .23 2.44 8 .20 4.3 1 
4 .56 3 .00 1 .38  3 .62 1 .75 8.40 4.94 . 
2.75 4.80 1 . 00 7.46 2.56 6. 10  4.94 
2.75 1 .25 1 .00 5 .69 5 . 1 1  7.40 3 .38  
2.3 1 2.65 1 .00 6.54 2. 1 1  6.80 2.94 
3 .06 3 .70 1 .00 6.62 2. 1 1  8 .40 4.3 1 
2 .63 2.30 1 .00 6 .38 3 . 1 1  6.33 2.06 
2.50 2.35 1 . 00 5 .38 2.89 6.20 3 .25 
2.44 2. 1 5  1 .00 4.92 1 . 56 7.20 3 .56 
2 .38 3 .90 1 .3 5  7. 1 5  1 . 56 4.60 4. 1 9  
2.94 3 .25 1 .3 1  4 .85 2.56 7.30 2.3 1 
2 .50 1 .90 1 .00 5 .62 1 .67 7.50 3 . 13 
4.38 7.60 3 .58  6.69 4.78 4.70 4.3 1 
1 .44 3 .3 0  1 .00 8 .3 1 2 .56 4.90 3 .00 
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I 
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Seq 
3 1  
32 
33  
34 
35  
36 
37  
3 8  
39  
40 
41  
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
5 1  
52 
53 
54 
55  
56 
57 
58 
_59_ __ 
Rei Age 
1 1 8  
1 20 
1 1 8  
1 20 
4 20 
1 1 8  
1 1 8  
1 1 8  
4 20 
1 19  
1 1 8  
1 1 8  
1 1 8  
1 1 8  
1 1 8  
1 20 
I 1 9  
I 1 8  
1 1 8  
1 1 9  
1 I 8  
1 1 8  
1 1 8  
1 21  
1 I 8  
I 20 
1 1 8  
1 1 9  
1 1 8  
Educ Intere Atten Quest 
1 8 6 1 . 92 
2 8 6 5 .75 
1 8 6 2 .50 
3 8 6 3 .92 
2 8 6 2.42 
1 8 7 3 .50 
1 7 6 6 .55 
1 5 3 3 . 58 
4 7 4 3 . 50 
1 6 6 5 .42 
1 9 6 6 .92 
1 7 6 4.67 
3 9 6 5 .08 
1 8 5 4.00 
3 9 6 6. 1 7  
1 7 5 5 .42 
1 9 6 6 .00 
1 8 6 6.08 
2 8 6 5 .00 
2 8 6 5 . 33 
2 7 6 5 .33  
1 8 6 6.92 
1 7 6 4 .58 
3 7 6 4.92 
1 9 6 6 .83 
3 1 6 5 .58  
1 6 6 4.00 
2 8 6 4 .50 
1 , 6  6 5 . 83 
GSEI ATLG co ATF Intri Extri RWA 
2.50 1 .85 1 . 1 9  5 . 1 5  2.22 6. 10  4.3 1 
3 . 3 1 2.05 1 .3 5  5 .00 3 . 13 6.00 2.94 
3 .00 5 .00 1 .38 6. 1 5  2.67 7.40 4.63 
3 .50 4.65 1 .32 6.00 3 .33 6.40 4.63 
5 . 1 9  9.00 7.04 6.08 6.33 7.50 7 .56 
2 .56 l . IO 1 .00 6.77 2.67 7.00 2.56 
2. 1 3  1 .65 1 .35  5 .3 1  1 .78 5 .90 3 .38  
4. 13  8.40 3 .50 6.85 5 .22 6.90 5 .88 
3 .63 3 .70 2 .35 6.08 5 .44 7.50 6.06 
3 .94 2.35 1 . 00 4.85 3 . 33  6.00 3 .63 
3 . 50 3 .60 1 .00 5 .38  2.78 5 .90 3 . 8 1  
2.40 5 .05 1 . 88 5 .62 2.78 6.20 4 .38 
3 .27 2.55 1 .3 8  4.38 5 .00 7 . 10  4 .50 
3 .94 2.60 1 .32 5 .69 3 . 1 1  6.70 3 .69 
2.63 1 . 35  1 . 12 4.33 2 .00 7.00 4.00 
5 . 1 3  2.90 1 .42 7 .38 4.22 4.50 3 .94 
3 .25 2.85 1 .00 5 .92 3 .00 9.00 2.44 
3 .00 1 .60 1 .08 7.3 1 2.89 8 .90 3 .00 
3 .3 I  2 .50 1 . 1 5  4.00 2.67 7.20 3 .44 
2.06 2.20 1 . 00 5 .38  3 . 1 1  5 .80 3 . 56 . •  
2.63 2.21 1 .00 4.92 3 .56 7.30 3 .63 . 
3 .69 1 .95 1 . 00 5 .38  2.44 8.60 5 . 1 9  • 
4.69 5 .00 1 .00 5 . 1 5  4.22 6.80 3 .75 
3 .50 5 .20 3 .8 1  7.23 3 .44 5 .40 5 .50 
1 . 88 2.75 1 .00 7.00 2.00 7.30 4. 1 9  
2.69 3 .45 1 . 1 5  7. 54 3 .67 4.20 3 . 56 
3 .88  2.70 1 . 3 5  6.3 1 4.44 5 .60 3 .94 
2.50 3 .80 1 .08 6.00 4.00 7.40 4.60 
4. 1 3  2.45 1 . 19 4.85 4.22 7.00 3 .94 
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1 
I 
Seq Rei 
60 1 
6 1  1 
62 1 
63 1 
64 1 
65 1 
66 1 
67 1 
68 1 
69 1 
70 I 
7 I  I 
72 I 
73 I 
74 I 
75 I 
76 I 
77 I 
78 I 
79 I 
80 I 
8 I  I 
82 I 
83 1 
84 I 
85 1 
86 4 
87 I 
88 I 
Age Educ Intere Atten 
18  1 7 6 
1 8  1 7 6 
1 8  1 7 6 
17  1 7 6 
19  2 8 5 
1 8  1 9 7 
19  2 7 6 
1 8  1 9 7 
5 5  2 9 5 
1 8  1 9 7 
I9  2 9 6 
I 8  I 7 4 
I 8  I 9 6 
2 I  3 7 6 
I 8  1 9 7 
I 8  I 9 7 
20 3 9 7 
I 8  I 8 5 
I 9  I 8 5 
I 8  I 9 7 
I 8  1 8 5 
I 8  1 9 6 
I 8  I 8 6 
I 8  I 8 6 
I 8  I 8 6 
I 8  I 5 6 
I 8  1 5 0 
2 I  3 8 6 
I 9  2 8 7 
Quest GSEI ATLG co ATF Intri Extri RWA 
4.08 3 . 50 1 .75 1 .00 7.85 2.38 6 .30 1 . 8 1  
5 .42 6.50 2.65 1 .00 7.85 3 .00 8 . 1 0  4. 1 9  
4.92 2.50 2.70 1 .48 7. 1 5  4.00 6. 10  4.94 
3 .33  2.25 2.45 1 .00 5 .69 2.78 4.70 3 .94 
5 .42 3 .63 4.20 1 .08 6.3 1 3 .33  6 .80 3 .88 
9.00 2.94 1 .00 1 .00 6.85 1 .78 9.00 2.75 
6.58 2.88 2.70 1 .23 5 .46 3 .44 6.00 3 .63 
3 .33  2.38 3 .25 1 .3 5  4.92 1 .78 7.90 5 .25 
5 .75 2.38 2 .84 1 .00 6.92 1 .33  8 . 1 0  3 . 13 
2.83 1 .63 4. 10  1 . 00 8 .00 1 .22 8 .20 5 .25 
3 .42 2 .56 3 .25 l . I 5  7.46 2.22 6.60 1 . 88 
4.42 3 . I 9  1 .00 1 .00 5 .92 1 .44 7.70 2.56 
7 .08 1 .88 1 .05 1 . 00 4.3 I 1 . 89 8 .30 2.94 
3 .67 4.56 6.60 1 . 50 5 .38 4. 1 1  6.50 5 .75 
2 .08 3 .69 2.70 1 . 96 7 .54 1 .33 8 .00 2.94 
4.75 2.3 I 1 . 50 1 .00 6 .54 1 . 00 9.00 3 . 50 
6.08 2.75 3 .65 1 .08 6.92 2.22 7.40 3 .25 
5 . 83 2.00 2.20 1 .00 5 .00 2.22 6.60 3 .25 
5 .75 3 .3 1 3 .75 l . I2 4.00 3 . 1 1  6.90 3 .94 
6.67 2.69 3 . IO 1 .00 7.23 1 . 44 5 .3 0  2. 13  
3 .75 3 .63 5 .60 1 .42 6.62 4.67 5 . I O  4 .8I  
2 .83 3 .88 2.20 1 .77 5 .23 1 . 56 7.00 4.44 
4.33 3 .69 2 .50 1 .42 7.3 I 3 .00 5 .20 4.44 
4.33 2.94 3 .26 I . I 5 5 .62 2.56 7.00 4 .8I  
5 . 50 1 .75 6 . I 5  1 . 04 6.46 1 .89 5 . 1 0  3 .75 
6.33 4 . 13  1 .25 l . I2 4. I 5  5 . 1 1  6. IO  3 .75 
4.75 5 . 8 I  5 .00 5 .50 5 .3 I 5 .44 4.50 5 . 3 I  
6.33 3 .69 3 .60 1 .23 4.46 3 . 56 8 .70 4.56 
6.75 3 .06 I .40 I .38  4.3 I  1 .89 7.90 3 . I 9  
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Seq Rel 
89 4 
90 1 
1 4 
2 1 
3 4 
4 1 
5 4 
6 1 
7 2 
8 4 
9 1 
10  1 
1 1  1 
12  2 
13  1 
14 1 
1 5  1 
16  1 
1 7  1 
18  1 
20 1 
21  1 
22 2 
23 1 
24 1 
25 1 
26 4 
29 2 
30  1 
Age Educ Intere Atten 
20 2 7 5 
18  2 9 6 
1 9  2 3 1 
24 3 6 5 
22 2 7 6 
33 3 9 6 
38  1 1 2 
1 9  2 4 2 
19  1 7 3 
44 2 5 3 
38 3 9 5 
1 8  2 5 4 
20 3 7 3 
18  2 3 5 
20 2 5 3 
19  2 9 6 
24 4 7 3 
18  2 9 5 
24 3 8 5 
48 3 9 6 
1 8  6 1 1 
19  1 9 6 
2 9 3 
47 3 4 2 
23 2 8 5 
1 9  1 9 6 
18  1 8 6 
25 3 6 4 
20 1 3 2 
Quest GSEI ATLG co ATF Intri Extri RWA 
1 1 .0 2.63 3 . 1 5  1 . 35  7.08 3 .00 6.80 3 .88 
4.83 3 .50 2.50 1 .3 1  5 .69 2.44 8 .50 4.00 
4.58 6.00 8 .95 1 . 12  8 .23 5 . 56 3 .90 6.94 
4.75 1 .63 5 .35  2.77 6.69 3 .56 4.90 5 .00 
4.33 2.64 3 .75 1 .00 8 .38 1 .33  5 .40 4. 19  
8 .42 2.69 3 .40 1 .46 6.46 2. 1 1  6.90 3 .88 
7.67 7.00 8 .60 3 . 1 9  8 .38 4.78 5 .80 6. 1 3  
4.00 6.63 7.50 5 .35  6 .85 7.67 3 .60 6.00 
5 .36 1 . 13 8 .00 7.62 5 .80 5 .33  
5 .08 4 .06 2.95 2.65 5 .00 4.44 5 .50 4.50 
4.67 2.25 3 .30 1 . 3 1  6.3 1 3 . 1 1 6.50 3 . 50 
6.08 3 .63 5 .70 1 .00 6.46 3 .78 6.30 6.56 I 
3 .92 3 .56 5 .42 1 .00 8.00 3 .44 8.00 5 .69 
3 .33 5 .69 8 .55 5 .42 5 .85 6.44 5 .60 4.56 
5 .58 4.63 7 .35 3 .92 5 . 54 6.67 5 .30 6.44 
5 .50 1 .94 1 .53  1 . 00 7.92 2. 1 1  6.70 3 .06 
4.92 5 .70 1 . 50 5 .85 4.78 4.29 2 .94 
4.67 2 .81  1 .65 1 . 00 5 .62 1 .78 6.60 3 .94 
3 .92 3 .44 8 .75 2.08 7.38 2.67 5 .70 7.06 
7.92 3 .00 3 .20 1 . 3 1  6 .54 1 .89 6.60 3 .25 
7.67 6.3 1 8 .85 8 .27 6 .00 8 .56 6.20 5 . 56 
4.64 1 .8 1  2.65 1 .00 6.92 2.00 7. 10  3 . 88 I I 
5 .67 3 . 50 7.60 1 .00 6.23 4.00 5 .40 5 .06 ! 
4. 17  4.69 4.40 4.64 7.08 7.56 7.00 5 .69 
5 .83 3 . 50 1 .65 1 .00 5 .62 2.22 6. 10  3 .06 
6.42 1 .69 2.70 1 . 00 7 .54 2.89 5 .80 2 .81 
5 .50 1 .63 6 .80 2. 19  7.00 2.56 2.00 4.53 • 
4.75 2.94 8.90 3 .92 8 .23 6.25 3 .70 5 .44 
5 .08 4. 88 5 .60 3.65 6 .08 5 .67 5 .40 5.25 
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Seq Rei 
3 1  4 
32 1 
33 1 
35  2 
36 1 
37  2 
3 8  2 
39 2 
40 2 
41  4 
42 2 
43 1 
46 2 
47 1 
48 4 
49 1 
50 2 
5 1  1 
54 1 
56 2 
57 4 
59 1 
60 1 
61  1 
1 4 
2 1 
3 1 
4 1 
5 1 
Age Educ Intere Atten 
19  1 2 0 
20 2 7 4 
1 8  1 8 3 
1 8  1 7 5 
19 1 8 6 
1 8  1 3 2 
24 3 5 2 
19  3 8 3 
2 5 3 
20 2 1 0 
1 8 5 
20 3 7 3 
1 8  1 7 4 
19  2 3 3 
2 9 2 
1 9  1 4 5 
25 1 4 1 
19 2 7 3 
45 3 9 6 
1 8  1 9 5 
19  1 8 0 
23 4 8 6 
55 4 8 5 
29 3 9 5 
19 1 9 5 
1 8  1 6 5 
19 1 8 6 
16 1 8 6 
19 1 7 6 
Quest GSEI ATLG co ATF lntri Extri RWA 
7.58 4. 19 6.60 6. 12 6.77 8 . 1 1  6.20 4 .38 
5 . 1 7  3 . 50 4.45 1 .00 6.62 3 .22 5 .60 4 .38 
4 .67 2.06 5 . 80 1 .00 6.3 1 3 .44 6.40 5 . 19 
5 .83 4.94 5 . 1 0  4.27 6.85 5 .22 5 .70 5 .00 
5 .00 3 . 56 2.80 1 . 3 1  7 .38 2.78 4.90 3 .88 
4.92 3 . 13 7.30 4 .54 7.00 5 .56 4.00 5 . 88 : 
5 . 50 3 . 19 8 .60 1 . 00 7 .38 4.63 5 .30 7. 19 
6.33 4.69 3 . 80 1 . 00 2.92 2.56 5 .60 4.50 
4.92 4.8 1  5 .00 5 .00 7.00 4.33 3 . 70 4 .86 
7.67 8 .50 1 . 00 8 .69 3 .62 9.00 7.40 3 . 50 
5 .50 3 . 13 5 .35  2. 1 5  6.08 4 .67 5 .50 5 .00 
6.33 4.00 2.65 1 .08 4.46 4 .56 5 . 50 3 . 8 1  j 
5 . 17  3 .88 2 .55 1 .44 6. 1 5  2 .89 3 . 80 4. 19 
6 . 17  6 .00 9.00 1 .77 9.00 6 .00 5 .70 7.25 ' 
4 . 17  6.38 7.65 4. 19  7.46 4.67 7.00 5 .3 1  
4.33 8 .38 7 .55 8 .65 5 .85 6.78 6 .60 7.38 
5 .67 3 . 56 8 .35 4 .35 7. 1 5  5 .22 5 .30 5 .06 
5 .42 3 .44 4.70 1 .04 5 .3 1 3 .33  6.56 3 .44 
6 .83 2.25 3 .25 1 .00 6 .38 1 .33 7.20 3 . 50 
5 .58  3 .00 3 .90 1 .00 6.23 2. 1 1  6 .00 3 . 50 
3 .42 7.50 8 .05 5 . 19 7 .38 8 .56 6.60 7. 19 
8 .00 4 .06 5 .85 1 .23 6.3 1 2. 1 1  6 .00 3 . 8 1  
6 . 17  3 .62 3 .90 1 .00 5 .00 3 .78 6.50 4.44 
7 .58 3 .06 1 .85 1 .00 6.54 1 .89 8 .40 4.69 
7.00 5 .07 1 .25 1 .3 1  5 .62 1 .33 6.70 3 .72 
8 .92 1 .63 1 .40 1 .00 7.92 3 . 1 1  9.00 3 . 17 
5 .00 3 . 19 2.95 1 .38  6. 1 5  2. 1 1  6.40 3 .79 
5 . 1 7  3 .93 2.00 2 .35 3 . 54 3 . 89 5 .70 2 .83 .. 
6 .83 3 .44 1 . 50 1 .00 3 . 85 2.78 7.50 __ 3 .38  
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Age Educ Intere Atten 
1 8  1 7 6 
1 8  1 9 6 
19  2 8 6 
20 3 7 4 
1 8  1 8 6 
Quest GSEI ATLG co ATF Intri Extri RWA 
4.75 1 .75 2.95 1 . 12 5 .23 3 .33 6.00 4.41 
2.75 4 .38 3 .95 1 .00 4 .54 3 .78 5 .90 3 .97 
5 . 83 3 .88 4 .35 1 . 19 6.92 3 .67 6.60 3 .97 
5 . 50 2.88 2.70 1 .00 4.77 3 .67 5 .70 3 .79 
4.08 2.94 2.47 1 .00 5 . 17  4.44 7.70 3 .62 
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Appendix D 
Vita 
1 994-present 
1 997 
1 974- 1 977 
1 969- 1 973 
9199-5100 
1 /97-2/98 
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Robert T. Lundblad, M.A. 
5112 Skyline Village Loop S., Salem, OR 97306 
(503) 371-4825 
RobLundblad@ Netscape.net 
EDUCATION 
George Fox University , Graduate School of Clinical Psychology, Newberg, OR 
AP A Accredited Graduate Program. Doctorate in Clinical Psychology (Psy.D) 
Anticipated 2002. 
Master of Arts in Clinical Psychology. 
Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR, Bachelor of Science, Forestry, 1 2176. 
University of California at Davis, Bachelor of Arts in Resource Use 
Management, 1 2172. 
CLINICAL TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE 
Clinical Psychology Pre-internship Student Total hours: 1 67 
Salem/Keizer School District, Salem, OR, Student Services 
Supervisor: Cheryl Randall, School Psychologist 
Provided individual and small group therapy to two behavior management classes 
of male and female adolescents in a public school setting. Assisted students in 
setting and achieving behavioral goals, resolving interpersonal conflicts, and 
learning appropriate interpersonal behaviors. Provided feedback to teachers 
regarding student problems and assisted in development of larger student process 
groups. 
Clinical Psychology Pre-internship Student Total hours : 342 
Sunnyside Counseling Center, Portland, OR, Private, Non-Profit Community 
Mental Health Center. Supervisor: Wanda Vosler, Psy.D.,  Licensed Psychologist 
Provided individual adult and couple psychotherapy and assessment services in a 
private, non-profit, community mental health center. Assessment included 
personality testing, interviewing, diagnosis, and report writing. Conducted pre­
marital, marriage, and couple counseling. Consultation with a multidisciplinary 
team and provided a training presentation on the psychobiology of Post-traumatic 
Stress Disorder to clinical staff. 
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9/98-4/99 Practicum Peer Supervisor Total hours: 24 
George Fox University, Newberg, Oregon 
Supervisor: Susan Means, Ph.D.,  Licensed Psychologist 
Provided peer supervision to first and second year doctoral students, including 
case presentations with audio and video review, monitoring progress toward 
clinical competencies, and provided didactic instruction on relevant clinical areas. 
Reviewed demonstration of clinical competencies as well as development of 
appropriate professional behaviors. 
7/98-9/98 Clinical Psychology Practicum Student Total hours: 4 1  
Lutheran Family Services, McMinnville, OR, Adult Offender Diversion Treatment. 
Supervisor: Susan Means, Ph.D.,  Licensed Psychologist 
Co-led two adult therapy groups in a private, non-profit mental health setting. 
Group content included cognitive-behavioral, psycho-educational and 
interpersonal process tasks aimed at developing improved impulse control, 
cognitive reframing and processing anger appropriately. 
1197- 1 /98 Clinical Psychology Practicum Student Total hours: 248 
Oregon State Correctional Institution, Salem, OR, Health Services Center 
Supervisors : Susan Bennet, Ph.D. Licensed Psychologist, Jeff Evans LCSW 
Provided individual psychotherapy to incarcerated male adults in a medium 
security state correctional institution. Responsibilities included case review at 
intake, diagnosis, treatment planning, case management, and psychotherapy. 
Utilized brief treatment strategies in a managed care environment to clients 
presenting with mood and anxiety disorders, personality and adjustment issues, 
and substance abuse problems. Co-led a psycho-educational/process group for 
chronically mentally ill inmates. Consulted with psychiatrists and psychiatric 
nurse practitioners regarding referrals of cases to inpatient treatment and 
medication regimens. 
8/96-9/96 Clinical Psychology Practicum Student Total hours : 58 
Polk County Mental Health Department, Dallas, OR 
Supervisor: Ron Glaus, Ph.D. Licensed Psychologist 
Individual adult psychotherapy including psychological assessment, and brief 
treatment in a community mental health setting. Co-led groups of adults with 
substance abuse issues. Group treatment covered psycho-educational and social 
aspects of substance abuse. 
Grand Total Combined Supervised Practicum and Pre-Internship hours : 1 250 
OTHER PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
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8/00-present Instructor, Social Psychology Instructed undergraduate course as an adjunct faculty 
member at George Fox University, Newberg, Oregon. This assignment included 
development of course goals, syllabus, and requirements. Developed and presented 
lectures, examinations, writing assignments, and class demonstrations. 
8/93-present Public Forestry Staff Specialist, Oregon State Forestry Department, Salem, Oregon. 
Responsible for the overall management of civil penalty assessment for forestry 
related violations on private forestlands in Oregon. This included case review for 
the development and issuance of civil orders, resolution of conflicts through a 
variety of alternative dispute resolution procedures, and coordination of collection 
of overdue fines. Participated in review of proposed legislation, program 
improvement/effectiveness reviews, and development or review of administrative 
rule proposals. 
1/8 1 -08/92 Public Forestry Unit Manager, Oregon State Forestry Department, Molalla, Oregon. 
Responsible for overall planning, implementation, budgetary control, and 
supervision of several agency programs at an agency field office. Supervised eight 
professional level employees. Responsible for all fire management activities on 
over 350,000 acres of private forestlands. 
1 0178- 1 0/8 1 Public Forester, Oregon Department of Forestry. Provided technical support, 
oversight and monitoring in the development and implementation of planned 
forestry and forest fire related activities. Consulted with forest landowners and 
loggers regarding solutions to forest resource related problems. Performed law 
enforcement activities as required. 
1 0/96-8/97 Volunteer, Marion County Psychiatric Crisis Center, Conducted intake and case 
review at a community mental health crisis center. Answered and directed 
telephone calls from individuals in crisis or their families. Responsibilities 
included crisis intervention and appropriate referral to local hospital emergency 
room. Assisted in emergency room assessment of patients psychological state. 
Conducted interviews and assessed suicidality with individuals in crisis who came 
into the center. Developed 'no-harm agreements' as needed. 
Printed 7/20/01 
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PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS 
Lundblad, R. (2000) . A brief overview of the Neo-Freudians. 
• Presented 1 0/00 at George Fox University, Newberg, Oregon. 
Lundblad, R. ( 1999). Effects of test format on measures of social and religious attitudes . 
• Poster presentation June 17-20, at the 1999 Christian Association for Psychological 
Studies (CAPS) West Conference, Newberg, Oregon. Based on original research. 
Lundblad, R. ( 1 998). Therapeutic implications of the psychobiology of PTSD. 
• Presented 1 2/98 at George Fox University, Newberg, Oregon. 
• Presented 2/99 at Sunnyside Counseling Center monthly staff training. Portland, 
Oregon 
Lundblad, R. & Lundblad, S .  ( 1997) . Religious outlook and attitudes toward homosexuals. 
• Presented 1 1/97 at the 1 997 Society for the Scientific Study of Religion 
International Convention, San Diego, California 
• Presented 6/97 at the 1997 Christian Association for Psychological Studies 
International Convention, Bellevue, Washington. 
• Presented 4/97 at the 1997 Oregon Psychological Association Annual Spring 
Conference, Gleneden Beach, Oregon. Joint winner of the OP A 1 997 Student 
Research Award. 
DISSERTATION 
Title: Social and religious attitudes. 
Status: Proposal acceptance 3/00. Completion 1 1/00. Original research. 
Chair: Rodger K. Bufford, Ph.D. 
MEMBERSHIPS AND PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
American Psychological Association (AP A), Student Affiliate 
American Psychological Association (APA), Division 1 3 ,  Student Affiliate 
American Psychological Association (AP A), Division 14, Student Affiliate 
American Psychological Association (AP A), Division 36, Student Affiliate 
Oregon Psychological Association (OPA) Student Affiliate 
Admissions Interview Committee, Graduate School of Clinical Psychology, George Fox 
University, Newberg, Oregon, 2000, Student member. 
Curriculum Committee, Graduate School of Clinical Psychology, George Fox 
University, Newberg, Oregon, 1 999-2000, Student member. 
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ADDITIONAL CLINICAL TRAINING 
Oregon Psychological Association Annual Spring Conference. Gleneden Beach, OR, April 2000 
American Psychological Association Annual Meeting. Boston, MA. August 1 9-24, 1 999 
Oregon Psychological Association Annual Spring Conference. Gleneden Beach, OR, April 
1 997. 
Mentoring Relationships and the Mental Health Professional: Theory and Practice. W. Brad 
Johnson, Ph.D. Beaverton, OR, October 22, 1998. 
Three Models for Integrating "Religion" into Counseling. H. N. Maloney, Ph.D. April S ,  1 998.  
Professional Issues and Library Bequest. Joseph Matarazzo, Ph.D. George Fox University, 
Newberg, OR, March 1 8, 1 998. 
Therapists in the Courtroom: Ethical, Legal, and Clinical Considerations. Eric Johnson, Ph.D. ,  
ABPP. George Fox University, Newberg, OR, October 29, 1997. 
Christian Association for Psychological Studies International Convention. Bellevue, W A, June 
20-22, 1 997. 
Oregon Psychological Association Annual Spring Conference: Balancing Needs. Gleneden 
Beach, OR, April 1 8-20, 1 997. 
Issues in Intervention with Latino Adolescents, Children, and Families. Joseph M. Cervantes, 
Ph.D.,  ABPP. George Fox University, Newberg, OR, March 1 2, 1 997. 
Rational Emotive Therapy with Religious Clients. W. Brad Johnson, Ph.D. George Fox 
University, Newberg, OR, November 1 3 ,  1996. 
Rational Emotive Behavior Therapy. Harold B.  Robb, III, Ph.D., ABPP. George Fox 
University, Newberg, OR, October 23, 1996. 
False Memory Debate. Joan Polanski, Ph.D. George Fox University, Newberg, OR, October 
15 ,  1 996. 
Cross-Cultural Assessment. Richard Dana, Ph.D. George Fox University, Newberg, OR, 
February 28, 1 996. 
Native American Issues in Psychotherapy. Loye Ryan, Ph.D. George Fox University, Newberg, 
OR, September 1 3 ,  1 995. 
Gender in Welfare Policy. M. S .  vanLeeuwen. George Fox University, Newberg, OR, March 4, 
1 995. 
Rorschach vs . MMPI. W. Brad Johnson, Ph.D. & Scott Willis, Ph.D. George Fox University, 
Newberg, OR, March 1 ,  1 995. 
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ASSESSMENT EXPERIENCE 
Test Administered Reports 
Beck Depression Inventory 4 2 
Bender Gestalt 2 2 
Draw-A-Person/H-T -P 2 1 
Kinetic Family Drawing 1 1 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality lnventory-2 (MMPI-2) 3 3 
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 28 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 1 1 
Rorschach (Exner) 2 1 
Rotter Incomplete Sentences 4 4 
Thematic Apperception Test 1 1 
WAIS-111 (WAIS R = 2) 3 3 
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT) 1 1 
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 3rd Edition (WISC-ill) 3 3 
Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT-R) 1 1 
Wide Range Assessment of Memory and Learning (WRAML) 1 1 
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Scientific 
Foundations 
Research 
Ethics 
Assessment 
Diverse 
Populations 
Therapies 
Religious 
Emphasis 
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RELEVANT COURSEWORK 
Personality Theory 
Abnormal Psychology 
Psychology of Learning 
Social Psychology 
Childhood Development 
Adolescent/ Adult Development 
History and Systems of Psychology 
Psychology of Emotions 
Psychoneurology 
Statistical Methods 
Research Design 
Outcome Evaluation 
Dissertation 
Legal, Ethical and Professional Studies 
Professional Issues 
Personality Assessment 
Intelligence and Cognitive Assessment 
Comprehensive Assessment 
Cross Cultural Psychology 
Therapy With Women 
Therapy With Men 
Forensic Psychology 
Psychodynamic Psychotherapy 
Cognitive Behavioral Psychotherapy 
Group Dynamics 
Child/ Adolescent Therapy 
Family/Couples Therapy 
Psychopharmacology 
Community Mental Health 
Brief Psychotherapies 
Treatment of Affective Disorders 
Dream Interpretation 
Christian Views and Systems 
Religious Issues in psychotherapy 
Research into Belief and Behavior 

